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Introductions: Mr. Jimmy Melton, Moore County Commissioner, operitad meeting with
introductions and traditional salutations. NCDOT providedatftéecipated schedule for receipt of
the consultant’s report and a summary of the chagefiarticipation. The focus of the
presentation centered on the public feedback and queswaes/ed during the charrettes
regarding the Strategic Highway Corridors and other p@amation regulations.

Presentation All presentations can be viewed on the project pagh summary outline
provided belowhttp://www.ncdot.gov/projects/moorechoices/

The Next Steps
» Strings and Ribbons Update
— Avalilable charrette material was posted Tuesday, 12/13/2011.
— Received the first spreadsheets from Neighborhood Solutiod®/13/2011.

* How to Process and Present the Data?
— Database of participants:

* Formatting of report is under consideration. Issueside|but not limited to,
how best to protect the privacy of participants, how datdoe mapped, and the
organization and presentation of spreadsheets and data.

* Mapping of participants will allow NCDOT to determine whadglitional
outreach is needed, origin of participants, and commpaeitspectives.

— Questionnaire Responses
» Explanation of details relayed in the questionnairéeatharrettes.
» Determines travel patterns, perceived needs, and @griti

— Comment Database

* Received 433 comments.

» Participant’s addresses used to identify the communlgesl of participation
and individual community perspectives.

» Contact information available for the next round of pulsiimlvement.

* Measure of Effectiveness provides feedback to the stdfblow for
improvement and comparison analysis.

* Public input received from the charrettes assisted NCIDQIbcumenting the
local priorities, preferences, and concerns.

* North Carolina’s Strategic Highway Corridors in Moore County
— Many questions were asked about the Strategic HighwaydoosrVision Plan and the
CTP process during and after the charrettes. Staff recedjthe need for additional
clarification.
— Goals and objectives of the SHCs:
* Provide a network of high mobility, safe, and reliablghiways.
» Select corridors focused on providing safety and mobility@mnectivity to
activity centers and other major routes.
» Connectivity is a crucial for economic welfare of gtate. Life line for freight
and commerce. Key element in both state and fedaradgortation regulation.

* Where did the Policy Originate From?
— The Strategic Highway Corridor Vision Plan was apprawedeptember 2, 2004, and is
part of the Statewide Transportation Plan.



— The plan represents the future vision for a seriesghiways with statewide and regional
importance.

— The policy was approved by Department of Environmental andrala&Resources
(DENR), the Department of Commerce, NCDOT'’s Boardm@nsportation (BOT), and
the Governor.

— SHC policy is the tool used by NCDOT to comply with, amg@lement, federal and state
long-range planning laws.

Federal Regulation
— Title 23 of the United States Code Section 135 (23 USC 135)
» Supports economic growth and vitality through an effectiaegportation system.
* Emphasizes the accommodation of freight and its impogtéo national
economic welfare.
* Goals and objectives include the preservation and optimizaf existing
facilities.
— Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 450.21CERB450.214) Sub-part B
» Defines state’s responsibility in long-range planning pgec€Empowers
statewide plan to reference policy, objectives, goald,studies.
* The CTP itself is defined by state law, but it is thelnamism used by the state to
comply with federal regulations. Federal regulationsidiade the long-range
planning and development of multi-modal transportatioresyst

State Regulation
— 136-44.1. Further defines the roles, responsibilities, andipekhe BOT and NCDOT
are subject to follow in the performance of their duties.

* NCDOT mandated to develop and maintain statewide system of roads
commensurate with the needs of the State as a whole

* NCDOT is not allowed to sacrifice statewide interest for pucgl desires.

 Empowers BOT to formulate policy and plans for a statewide system.

— 136-45. General purpose of law; control, repair, and maintenairhighways.

» Emphasizes that routes to activity centers must be maintained.

* Requires the use of the most practical routes with deference paidicalage
and commercial/natural resources.

— 136-66.2Calls for each municipality to develop a CTP that will serve preard future
travel demand in and around the municipality.

* Emphasizes that a long term plan must be developed.

* Requirement of current land use plan.

* At any time, either the municipality or the Departmeit ransportation may
propose changes in the plan at any time by giving ntditlee other party and
following the same process of mutual adoption.

» Acknowledges county may participate under the same atipos as
municipalities.

NCDOT’s Statewide Long-Range Plan

— NCDOT's statewide, long-range transportation planandated under federal law.

— Long-Range Statewide Multimodal Transportation Planae®loped from 2000-2003.
— Involved an intensive planning process, technical analysispablic outreach.



— NCDOT held public meetings across the state; public comdwmntmented at the
Southern Pines session 1/14/2004.

— Plan adopted by the BOT in September of 2004 and revisedyi2Q08.

— The plan is used to determine budgets and funding need®fStdte Transportation
Improvement Program.

— Provides framework for NCDOT to determine the needsoli@node of transportation,
estimate impacts of congestion, and allocated curramtéutinds.

— Defines the Strategic Highway Corridor Visions.

— Plan is under revision and being updated through the 2040 Plan.

Strategic Highway Corridors Vision Plan
— 55 corridors, 5,400 miles of highway, 7 percent of the Stétighway system carries 45
percent of the State’s traffic.

» Purpose: To provide a network of high-speed, safe, reliabhavhigs.

» Corridors visions designate facility type by cross sect@cess management, and
function: freeway, expressway, boulevard, or thoroughfare

* Purpose of designation is to provide consistency, ga@ér funding decisions,
guidance for project planning and design decisions, accesgemaent, and local
land use decisions.

— Criteria for Strategic Highway Corridors (SHCs):

* Mobility

» Connectivity to activity centers

» Connectivity to interstates

* Interstate relief routes

* Major hurricane evacuation routes

» Corridors are already included in a national or statewigbway system

» Definition of activity center

— Selection of Strategic Highway Corridors

» Selected from a statewide perspective.

* Independent of municipal and county boundaries.

* Emphasized connectivity, movement of goods, destinatioterse and the
functionality of the roadways.

» Criteria both quantifiable and subjective.

e Quantifiable criteria.

» Subjective criteria.

» Ability to move goods to market expeditiously, efficiendyd more
economically.

* SHCs emphasize routes and connectivity to rail limaiteals, airports, sea/river
ports in accordance with federal regulation. Keystatewide commerce and in
accordance with federal and state regulations.

— Designation of Facility Types

* Facility types designated to create consistency alongdors.

* Facility type based on function of roadway, travel dedndevel of mobility and
access management. Other factors determining fagipy are dictated by need
for traffic signals, driveways, and/or medians.

» Establishing vision facilitates preliminary cost estimate.

» System management and operation provides analysis criteria.



Designation of facility type facilitates arterialrador management, coordination,
event management, transit utilization, and commexehicle programs, etc.

Use of access management techniques is important in aghiére concept goals
of SHC.

Access management definition and benefits.

Each corridor must be studied further through CTP process



* County Resolutions
— The Mayors and Towns of Southern Pines, AberdeeepRiff, and the Village of
Pinehurst agreed to oppose US 1 Bypass scenario.

TPB committed to bringing Moore County a different QirBcess.

CTP recommendations must be endorsed/adopted by partigipatimicipalities,
the county, and the RPO to be recognized as a final plan.

TPB interprets resolution as a strong statement af [ordorities and preferences.
TPB plans to continue with CTP development based ot ilgmat and SHC
compliance.

Public Comment: Steven Later was recognized and intedebat the intent of the resolution
was not just to object to a US 1 bypass through thenattMoss Foundation, but horse
Country in its entirety.

A: For the BOT to adopt the CTP, it has to be congruath the statewide plan
and the current state policies. Based on the curratet gblicy and for the
purposes of the CTP, US 1 will need to be analyzed anddened under a
freeway scenario.
As of December %, the Moore County Origin and Destination Study withsBa
Brinkerhoff (PB) moved forward. Study will be conductednmstn March and
April.
A current and 2040 traffic model will be developed.
Scenario recommended by the local officials will hedid and analyzed. This is
where the alternatives collected during the charretiésome into play.
NCDOT’s recommendation to the MCTC
= Public outreach and participation is used to establistota Vision
and priorities.
= The Charrette process was used to help document locatips.
Resolutions clarified these priorities.
= A CTP is an engineering process. Without data, a final corridor
recommendation cannot move forward. Would like to move forward
with standard CTP process.
= Recommendation will not be included in CTP without MCArl
local Board adoption.
= TPB will need to identify and examine multiple scenands the
understanding that “what happens in the circle, stays in the circle
until you (the MCTC) are ready to present the results as your
recommendations.”
= Therefore, TPB would like to move forward with a workghuath the
TCC committee to use local knowledge and expertise to draft
alternatives that are sensitive to local concerasissues for use in the
model analysis.
= TCC will also draw from maps scanned from the chagsett

— Meeting with Secretary Conti

Best addressed through his office.
Contact information for his Executive Assistant and @woe of Scheduling

— Strategic Highway Corridors Vision Plan Revision

The resolutions requested the reclassification of UStHerSHC Vision Plan.



* Process requires the request be submitted by an MPO,&RBr internal
business unit.
* Requests should be sent through the Division 8 Office agiistance from
TARPO planner, Matt Day.
» Process is detailed and specific. Requests may falbimtf a specific category.
= Addition of a new SHC
= Modification of an existing Corridor
= Partial or full deletion of an existing Corridor
= Changes to a proposed facility type

* Overview of SHC in Moore County
— US1 is a key corridor in the overall SHC grid coveragdte state.
— From the map, taking US 1 out of the SHC grid in Moore Golaaves the region
without highly mobility connections.
» US1-Corridor 34
— Connectivity
— Interstate Connectivity
— Interstate Reliever
— Highway Systems
— Other
— Background/Description of Corridor
— Evacuation Route

* NC 24/27- Corridor 25
— Connectivity
— Interstate Connectivity
— Interstate Reliever
— Highway Systems
— Other
— Background/Description of Corridor
— Does not necessarily meet all requirements to be a SHC

* MCTC Discussion on How to Move Forward
— January 8 MCTC-TCC workshop.
— When will information be relayed to the MCTC committeel how.
— How many meetings would MCTC like to have and how often.
— Do we need any sub-committees.

MCTC Discussion:
Jimmy Melton encouraged everyone on the committee gef@bout the past.

Frances: TCC meeting planned for January 6, 2012 would like &ble to work with the
planners to create the grab bag using the informationtiheraharrettes as well as their local
knowledge. Idea is to create the “grab bag” of solutiowkthen eliminate alternatives based on
process.

Nancy Fiorillo: Complimented the Strings and Ribbexrercise and said that she was able to
learn from the process even though she is alreadynagyla Nancy asked that US 1 be taken off



the table until it has been determined whether or matnitbe reclassified. She indicated that she
will not approve of any plan that recommends changé&tStd because she knows that’s what
the citizens in her area want.

Robbie Farrell: Spoke about 136-44.1 and that according tpdhty that it doesn’t matter
what the local interest is if the improvement habeaalone so, why is NCDOT even here if they
don't care.

Frances Bisby: NCDOT has to balance the statewidgsngih the local priorities. This is the
opportunity to work with us on those decisions. We B#ile to adhere to current policies and
accommodate future traffic.

Jimmy Melton: We need to find alternatives and follovigies set before us. US 1 is not the
only issue in the county and we need to focus on theserdiunty.

Frances Bisby: We need to continue looking at alteresitivhile reclassification process goes
forward. We can continue the process. If the reifieggon is approved, then we can adjust as
we move forward.

Chris Smithson: Felt like that had been given twced#ht pieces of information. We were told
that if we don’t do anything then NCDOT will come up wsitmething for US 1. But, we have
also been told that if don’t want anything then we sh@tlout a recommendation.

Frances Bishy: Interms of the CTP, if we don’tcleaonsensus; then, there is no CTP. Then
there may be a loss in available funding for transion projects. Public welfare and safety is
always a concern when development continues to beitpedlmOnce safety becomes an issue,
NCDOT has to respond. If transportation improvemergsiacessary due to safety and there is
no plan in place; then, the mitigating solutions mal/lre the context sensitive solution of a
locally preferred plan.

Ray MacKay: Is the solution presented to us by MAB atSaptember Z8meeting out the
window?

Frances Bisby: No, but it will have to go through progevelopment to study the different
alternatives. The MAB scenario will be taken into sidaration.

Chris Smithson: There was a vote taken at the Soufhiees meeting that determined that they
did would not agree to upgrade US 1 to freeway status.

Frances Bisby: (Read the document that was signecebydhicipalities aloud to the
committee and public.)

Robbie Farrell: Restated that policy that NCDOT wdl what they want without consideration
for what locals want.
Frances Bisby: No, there just has to be a balaneeekeatstatewide needs and local priorities.



George Erickson: | was disappointed about the consersiswal agreed upon regarding US 1
by the municipalities. US 1 is not the only issue in thentp | understand the concern about
horse country because there is a 750 home equestrianglieegibin Foxfire. There was a
proposal for NC 24/27 to go straight through Foxfire antipalh it would have devastated the
village, it was understood that something had to be done.

Jimmy Melton: We have an opportunity to voice our opiniés.long as we are able to develop
an alternative; NCDOT will not be able to do just whneyt want.

Fred Walden: Is project based on traffic counts?

Frances Bisby: Origin and Destination study is usedh®model to show traffic patterns.
Traffic volumes and projections are a part of thedraemand analysis.

Fred Walden: Reclassification may not be the ardwer

Frances Bisby: Not based on the SHC criteria shovthe presentation earlier. You may have
a chance to get US 1 reclassified based on the 2040 plannoegpres, but based on current
policy, US 1 fits every category listed under the SHGgat | think it will be an uphill battle
getting US 1 reclassified because of what it is.

Fred Walden: Are you going to be working with the plas@er

Frances Bisby: Yes, | will be working with the plarsduring the workshop. We are still
waiting for Jumetta’s results to come back to pregetite committee.

Jimmy Melton: Planning will be better once we haverdsolutions from the charrettes because
then NCDOT will know how the community feels.

O'Linda Gillis: Are there resolutions signed by Carthagd Cameron like there was for the US
1 corridor? Is it too late for them to create one?

Frances Bisby: No, it is not too late. They can protidg¢ at any time.
Don Campbell: We need to go ahead and put lines on aonap Bave somewhere to start.
Jimmy Melton: Lines on a map are premature right now.

Frances Bishy: Clarified that Don meant to haveetbing similar to a workshop to put ideas
on a map like what the TCC meeting will be used to do.

Don Campbell: We can work better by looking at a m#perathan sitting around and just
talking about what we want. Cameron already knowsravthey would like the line to be
drawn.

Jimmy Melton: We are not all at that point.



Frances: Based on resolutions, NCDOT needs to knowvilexawere the horse county
boundaries are located. If this is going to be a localipyj then we will need to have it shown
on the map and know what we need to try to avoid.

Public Comments

Mike Smith: We need to be looking at the needs of tlumty. An origin and destination study
done previously showed that only 13percent of the traffactsally through traffic. The origin
and destination study that will be done in 2012 will be dhuréng a time that NC 211 is under
construction, so counts done will not be accurateusscpeople will be avoiding that area.

Earl Ingram: The needs of the county need to be mendbwdisturb the quality of life. He sat
at 6 different tables during the charrettes and theusnlwas the same as what the US 1
municipalities signed. The committee should make $waethey take the public into
consideration when determining alternatives.

Jonathan Poverud: The county is focusing on economicajaweint, but does not have a
transportation plan to support it. We need the transpmrtptan to bring jobs to the area.

Steven Later: The laws and policies presented ealyaay vague and can be interpreted
however it is convenient. The objection is not th&t1Jshould be a Strategic Highway Corridor
just that it doesn’t need to be upgraded to freeway status.legislature did not vote on the
Strategic Highway Corridor plan. It seems that thentgs resolution is very clear.

No further comments, meeting was adjourned by Mr. Melton



